
®-ise Chairman Baker was reminded of Ills first defense of Nixon about a year after 
the committee starred its work and .long, long after its last hearings when lie was on 
j-' ace ohe hauion" on march 24, 1S74. Baker liad turned all the hounds away from the real 
iv ixon spoor with a limited formulation of wliich/Schoirr asked him, "in view of the fact 
tliat four of Me associates closest [to Nixon J are now under indictment, whether you 
still tlr/inlc it is an issue of what the President knew and when did he know it, or whether 
it is a larger issue of whether President presided [sicj over something. . »" 

This still loft open Nixon's personal participation, a major question, but ^aker, 
after all liis own coi-u.ittee' s hearings in public and in secret hewed to Ms initial 
limitation, "No, 1 think it's still a question of what did the President knows," While 
admitting 'chat nixon is "responsible for the action of Ms agents," Baker k advanced 
Ms defense of Nixon that was hidden only because the media didn't want to see it a 
step further, saying "the country*. .wants more than legal theorem." 

Would he want normal with a pot-smoking long-iiair? 

Are the jails ^overfilled with men and women who did more than violate the lav/? 

But there was no protest when Baicer said mere violation of the lav; is not enough 
for tlie country to ’get Nixon off its back. Nixon's impeachment assured no Republican 
successor and Baker so much wanted to be Ms successor! 

Baicer, recognized by the 1/hi to House as its man, as Nixon's tapes show, was cunning 
but not obscure in the means he chose to keep nixon uniiapeaofeed, This too-limited 
formulation is merely one. Another cane in Ms examination of ri unt. 

Prom tliis much flowed. 

it was September 25, the second day of Hunt's public testimony (9IPS756) Baker asked: 

A 

*01$ is ^LK^sIsdKd. by statute precluded from involvement in domestic affairs and 
even non-douesbic activity within the confines of the United States.... Gan you ’honestly 
say. ..that the OXA was not involved in domestic activities? 

^^t. No, sir, nor can I say that the CIA has ever stayed out of domestic activity. 

Senator Baker. Gould you care to elaborate on that. 

nr. Hunt. I would like to consult counsel with regard to national security. [Laughter] 



Senator Baker. Wouxd you, please? It is any important point, really* 

hrvin cMded the audience for laughing and Hunt made a longer explanation of his 
reason for wanting" to consult counsel regarding certain national security aspects at 
least that might be involved in my reply." Baker told him "All right*" 

Here the transcript shows "[Conferring with counsel.;)" 

While Hunt was discussing whatever was in his minf with his lawyer, Sidney S. Sachs, 
The TV camera stayed on them. Their conversation was not long. They didn't have time to 
finish when ha the clever Baker made Ms move: 



Senator Baker. nr. xiunt, coulci j. interrupt just for a miiuit® moment * X understood 
you to say you wanted ti confer with your counsel on certain security aspects of the 
question that I put to you* To conserve time and to provide against embarrassment to you 
or breach security EEmsiduratians considerations, may I withdraw that question on the 
assurance from you and your counsel that we might oursue this that further in executive 
session? 

Hr. Hunt. Yes, sit* 

Senator Baker, ns we have done in other national security matters* 

Could you, Hr. Hunt, suggest any way to this committee how we might legislate 
agains t, xurtner intervention by the CXa in domestic, especially politic 6,1 activity 
of this country? 

Jir • Hunt. Senator Baker, I believe that legislation is already on the books. How 
it could be further arid, better legislated against, I would have no idea. 



Baker here dropped and the committee never picked up with illegal CIA activity, 
"especially political activity of tliis country." 



He asiced Hunt about Colson's 



secretary having the combination to Hunt's safe and 



"Well, if she had the combination to the safe, why was the safe drilled?" Hunt agreed 
that it was a good question," 1 have often wondered." 



Then Baker asked about the contents of Hunt's safe and was satisfied without meaning- 
ful answer when Hunt wanted to consult with counsel. Baker said merely, "Fine. Lets 
slcip over with hr. li uut* 11 (9Hr7b7) ---e then asked about the missing two notebooks Hunt 
liaci lett in Ms safe, notebooks John ■ L *ean had not been askeu about when he was on the 
stand, and w ean later admitted filing with Nixon's personal papers anu then shredding. 
Baker prefeaced Ms question with, "You have given us a number of names and references 
to material in those notebooks." a e then asked, "why those notebooks disappeared? 
iliat was in them that would cause them to be so sensitive if they were found or why 
they would be a candidate for destruction/////^^/...?" 

Hunt's answer was explicit: "...they would provide a ready handbook by which any 



inveo fciga uoi .■•don any resources at all could qui okly do 1 0 rmcjne the pa rone 1 0 r s 01 olio 
‘-romstone oporation 0 And other operations in which I was involved, and contemplated *” 
dalcer dropped the hot potato fast, with the lame explanation ”1 would like to 
pursue tlia 0 1 ur oner a l ano the 3? time and it may he that you could discuss that with us 
j.n an executive session or with an additional line of inquiry later 0 ,f (3113757) 

-uis was a briei exchange 0 Xt also was an exceedingly meaningful one 0 When none 
ox oho so tilings that faker said he would come back to were ever picked up it meant that 

1 

his aun the couuittee_s purposes uere ouch less serious tluin its press led the ejpople 
to believe® 

> dirnfJSo co li-iUxo, lie liad no •- only volunteered more than faker had bargained for — 
he did not refuse to answer a single question. He did verr off into generalities when 
naker askeu nim about what was 111 rhe safe, but that did not moan the experienced 
members o.*. Jig commi otee , all lawyers, or its staff, had to be content with a TOy 
Hunt® '-fo ■ iliif ting to a generality Hunt did no more than signal a reluctance to go into 
details® It was not faker 1 s obligation to fol ow Hunt’s cues. ±J c was his obliagtion 
o0 conduct the investigation that made him a national celebrity and a presidential 
contender. 

Nothing was more essential to that investigation, the public obligation Baker assumed 
in aev.^pting one com.dc tee assignment, than the last specifics in hunt’s quoted answer: 

Hxs notebooks that disappeared from his dafe would disclose 

a) n the parameters of the femstone operation,” wliich is to say the whole 
Hixon domestic spying and dirty-works operations, of which t. e caught break-in was only 
a tiny part; 

b) s ” other operations in which I was involved,” of wliich we have seen only a couple 
that .were of no official interest in this or any other official investigation, all 
revelant to this comma tree * s investigation; and 

c) 11 o « o the parameters of ® * ® other. ® ® operations . <> ® contemplated ® ” 

what else hixon s spooks planned, whether sprang, ciirty— works or both, was never 
ask aiiywliere by anyone, official or press, in any proceeding or interview. Ho word of 



any leaked. Ho participant ever breathed a word. 



These participants could have been im .united against punishment and asked. Ids is 
precisely the phoney defense Petersen, Silbert and their associ tes advanced when it 
became apparent that the initial prosecution was no more than another in an unended 
series of whitewashes* 

But nobody ever did it ! 

Nixon and Ids honcmen read these signals immediat ly and clearly. 

Nixon was and remained so nervous in Ids public appearances that he sweated profusely 

and repeatedly rdsspoke himself - until there was no doubt that tlds com- ittee was not 

going to conduct a real investigation, that it would be content with doing little more 

than repeating what was already public but on TV so it would be well publicized, when 

the TV interest declined, the committee just pooped out. 

Seeing all these high officials who had done so much wrong confessing some of their 

transgressions against law and society and seeing others stonewalling it, confessing 

TV 

nothing and fighting back, was a live, real-life soap opera. J 't was first-rate fare. 

But it was not investigating, it was not informing the people and it was not laying 
a real foundation for the committee 1 . : primary f inaction, recommending legislation to 
end tlds corrupting of the entire political process and with it the corrupting of 
representative society. 

Because these hearings were such sensational TV programming, like a real-life 

‘/hS J l HJfj Jiwi, * 

Uangbaot'o ^s^the nation was deceived into believing that it was a real investigation. 

By now tho reader should be aware that it was considerable less than tlds in performance 
and in content. 

T’his failure, design/xnedbc and intent, not incompetence, was another and one of the 
major assurances of Nixon's unimpeachraent. 

But because these hearings were by their nature and cast of characters so sen- 
sational, there was the national deception that they were a real investigation. 

They were the opposite. 

This except from the non-investigation by the non-questions of the not-unwilling 
Hunt is but one example -.an example in an essential ai*ea, however. 



cuiiU:iiUeb-cuv .lAg up (JIa 



lc- (if~ L 



The only thing the Hawiar'^ommitee did well was khee± covering up 0 
Unless one considers its TV performance 0 

That was indispensible in the continuing of the covering up that began with the 
v/hite House and involved all the agencies of justice, prosecutorial and investigatory 
The committee made effective use of TV. It came accross like (iangbusters ; and 

the people believed their servants in the Senate were doing their job well. But in 
actuali oy ^d^opirs-c all - that wa . n talr^n to . -the - -peop le because of tli ese— sen-sati onal 

-on 



aVl that m ost people oano to know 02 A y 

L iU< Lt <j{U H / 

the tube-, t excellenC^performace was part/b f the hiding of the basic fact and the 
essential truth, it was a prcoess in which the committee devoted itself to dramatizing 
the old that had leaked been and burying as much as it could of the "new" evidence. 

(L 

»nxs if no l - alone is the major feason “ixonwas 3bIe3S=naiv±veV Pile committee that 

uupjyuo^d to investigate ancPeriJesc did not± im/HH l.i !:<=• ami di e-rmir-r^pesr, Tnotcad 

4^ became a kind of adjunct of the press, performing a reportorial function with 

superficial competence, considerable attractiveness and with world— wide attention. 

a case of tliis nature can be proven against the committee with almost any of its 

witnesses and almost any part of its hearings. It was by no means uncommon for more to 

have been available from a moderately diligent reading of the press than was in its 

testimony. Of these many possible illustrations, few are more comprehensible and significant 

that its handling - by which I mean mishandling - of the CIA witnesses. 

Here the Senatorial heavy-weights and their swollen staff that when it did well 

leaked what was being suppressed performed the next-to-impossible, suppressing what was 

objectives ^ 

public. Because its witnesses had identical inte*>ee^p suppression in their own and not 
always identical interests - and because these were all witnesses trained to dissemble - 
the witnesses collaborated. But even then it could not have happened had not the media 
allowed it to happen by simply not reporting what it could and should have reported, 

^ Cl iiu-bSiv hi fU 1 tu£lk <&(' 



what was readily available to it 

UIjmI vidiJ mo x-c' readily available to it 




r eadily availabl e t o it than to mou lplh\ [u < 



CL 



They all walked on eggs 
They broke none. 



" S o f Nixon hati - no greater in th^ AV - hitn H ouse than ho haH n nrl n -thftyn. 

The character of these witnessds was unique* No Holiywaood superdooper, no 
Broadway play, no TV spectacular, had ever boasted such a cast: 

The former Director of Oenral Intelligence; 

Two former Deputy Directors, Central Intelligence, both generals and one then 

the Commandant of the fable AA arine Corps; 

fj 

G no - xg - secret agent who had helped overthrow a friendly, democratic government, 
had tried without success to overthrown another one at least, and had lusted to 
assassinate the head of another state; 

an<W'lr HUM •/ 

&rce secret agent who load been involved in some of the more delicate of CIA’s 



proper missions and had been caughtp in the act of breaking in; l *'j ^ ^ 

uut^p, t Put'S wcf*-* 

And four Cuban operatives also caught, all with story-book pasts<> C bbuti ( U* C.f*V 

<Yu-± a,iJh '\wt~CWM' ) . £ 



i h v\\u~s 



<fcP ^thesr r. at- muat- X)na ^mrj-not involved in the fiasco of the Day of Pigs* 



a ^& o£ 



■ tllCSC, ' ±/ ^V 



we will never know all who were in some way involved in the 



official investigation of the assassination of President Kennedy, my investigations 



prove that no fewer than three were, with more likely, 



jo y 

Cclhtx/ 



And this is to say nothing about the uninvestigated Hunt effort to exploit i± 

4 

that crime for the most sordid political purposes by faking secret cables designed to 

make it appeal that resident Kennedy had been behind the assassination of South Vietnamese 

Dictator Diem and his strom-trooper chieftain brother /nhu* The natural consequences of 
hunt Hunt 1 s / 

this infamy, performed as part of hsha/hixon sppokery, was to establish a manufactured 
motive for the JFK assassination, retribution for the Diem-Nhu assassinations o 

All tliis and Nixon’s connections with it the committee managed to avoid 

putting together and putting into the proper and necessary context while simultaneously 
avoiding the obvious investigation* At the same time it avoided the equally obvious 
and no less essential investigation of the wholesale illegalities and improprieties 



of the CIA* 



Hiding and protecting as the Swan committee did in Cl A- Nixon areas was a 
truly virtuouo performance requiring and getting the collaboration of an enormous 
cast of players o It was s script no playright would have d a red. 

And they pulled it offo 

Examination of the testimony and comparing it with what was not 

LoTt'k fluj ui ir^l/ dyu. / k flcj - 

gone into when it was taken - what was suppressed^- tells the ghastly story of how the 

J S 

country has no protections at all when all those who have fee protectuve responsibilities 
combine to hide, whether for some self-conceived high purpose like "national interest" 

_ u( j, n L r &( <?H)\ pnt~ h^y\ le /'L , 

n-r fVnrn c foyip‘1 pmPp.ssi mifll r f 

kor than the protection of Nixon and his gang were the result*, 

If 

^b.Qre - was - still anoth er jeopardy to the whole system of society * 

Totalitarianism was advance by it* And those who did advance totalitarianism by 
these malfeasances, non-feasances and misfeasances are among' those who liad most loudly 
proclaimed their unending dedication to a free society* 

E xtra -ap ace* Pi c k np Arnn1y.qi.fi iu &ny 



i\n earlier example parallels and relates to what Baker here suppressed* x t is 

the oflicial Nixon Cestapo plan, an iumeriforni version he did approve, it came to be 

called the "Huston" plan because former YAP leader Tom Charles Huston was his coordinator 

ot ic 0 ^t was Nixon 1 s p ran • it provided lor the official doing of just about everything 

Hitler did, except for the crematoria and concentration camps. The Hunt/ldddy gang later 

did many of these tilings* The Huston plan included unlimited bruglaries, surveillances, 

bugging, tapping, mail interceptions, interferences in all basic rights* And even the 

burglaries of foreign embassies, what the Nixon crew did and the various committees, 

knowing it, as we have seen, suppressed* 

John ^ean, who had been in on this and had worked out a subsequent program with 

xeroxes of 

John Litchell - for "our domestic intelligence operation" k(Y>II 1 335-45) took/the entire 
l-hits house on ohese lascisu operations with him® He gave them to Judge Sirica, who 

gave fcnem co the committee * ( 3H1 060 ) Seantor Lowell \7 eicher who more than anyone 
else on the commitee deserves praise for effort, opened the afternoon hearing of 



Tuesday , J u iie 26, 1973 - Ms first opportunity to question Dean - by asking ^ean about 
what in Ms opening statement ^ean had described as "the project. „ .to restructure.,, 
intelligence.., The revised domestic intelligence plan. ..for the President. "(3H1055i*f) 
The documents were unidentified when they were, on Veicher's insistence (3111 059), 
entered into the record (35H1 062) , without any meaningful description. 

J. o is Baker again who was super— cautious over this phoney preoccupation viith fake 
"national security." u e proposed and Ervin agreed ah "sbsolutely" that ^ean confer with 
his lawyers on these documents" with no further reason or explanation. The committee 
then recessed so ti could bo done. ( 31(1061) 

ine "identification" o± these really important papers is no more tlian "true copies 
with certain deletions of matters relating to foreign intelligence, as being true copies 
of the dsdumn doowumots you delivered to Judge Sirica. "(3H1 061 ) 

-Ms could mean sometning, at most, to ^ -an and Sirica only 0 hot to those at 
the hearing, not to those who watched on TV, or to the small number who who read the 
transcripts. Wien -Jean said they were those documents they were marked Exhibits 33 
through 42 (3II1062). Parts are printed, expurgated. ( 31 I 1 g (3H1 319-38) 

The transcript here is deceptive. There was another of which there is no description 
anywhere. Tbd coiu-t reporter and the committee's editor combined to omit even the fact 
that ExMbit 43 was entered into the record. It can be a single sheet or an entire 
file cabinet of papers. There is no way of knowing from the transcript, which makes no 
mention of it at all. But because more attention might be attracted if there were no 
accounting ior n;o libit, 43 at all, the table oi contents ( 3hv) notes inconspicuously that 
it was "submitted for identification only, not fox” publication, and will bo retained in 
the files of the committee." 

There was no genuine qastions of "national security" or "foreign intelligence" in 
any of these exlii.bi.ts except for the unknwon Exhibit 43. I have compared what the 
comuit.ee did not suppress with what had been leaked and published three months earlier. 
Tvo mir taoac roily - and there were more stories on this - The Hew York Times of 
June 7 and Tfae_ Washingt on Po^t of JJune 27- printed mor e than the committee did! 



Incredible as it i.iay seem, this committee actually suppressed ray masking in xero xing 
what new spapers, printed Jlnree months ear lier i 

It begins with the very first entry of the very first of these exhibits ( 3 HI 319 ) 
where everything in the basic plan headed: "CPiduBIICihJ j PJI/iludXbl VS Oil BT !l?hL hIGl-^iCl]. 
GOh.^CTIif[ w (and this is truly Orwellian because it was not ‘'restraints’* that was 
sn ;> pressed) is unblemished white space® There is no text at all until 1 * Bl_erti;x^orml - . 
.'tpn^eillance and J?ene t i^ations o, r (pH .J?6-28 r )j * ( 3 III 319) 

Tliis committee that was to expose suppressed the content of the first 25 pages of 
himon 1 s plan for a po,ice state® 

Other leaked documents it ignored entirely® I had copies that wore stolen® One 
part that was masked later became a cause celebre beginning with the January 12, 1 974 
issues of the same tiro papers ® ~t va s the story of the Pentagon spying on Socretay. of 
otejbe. ^ssii\aei' l 

They really stole Iris most secret files, as a long series of news stories dis- 
closed thereafter® 

How conspiratorial can even a bixon administration get when a Secretary of State 
denies the military the knowledge of policy it feels it requires to defend the country 
or when he believes the security of the country requires him to keep secrets from the 
military? 

and what kind of “investigation" suppresses so much, this and that of which it 
is not typical, the administrations plans against its o.n citizens? 

The “Huston’* plan of Hixons sp cifies what his Hunt-Liddy gangsters did on a smaller 
scale® 

There is a book-length chapter analyzin. ; this police— state plan ox bixon 1 s in the 

book tliat grew to long® Because I did not want to rely on newspapers versions and 

friend 

before the transcripts were printed i asked a Senator/who is both a moderate and a 
strong opponent of any authoritarianism to obtain xeroxes of only what the fines and Post 
nad printed and in which there were typographical errors® He assigned a member of his 
staff to ask the committee® The staff member was refused copies of the public record- 



(Were there any question of the relevance of all of tills to impeachment and to the 
atergate committee's assigned responsibilities it was officially ended July 19,1974 



when the House Judiciary Committee issued its draft of impeachment charges and in 
connect! m with it published all these suppressed documents © n 



I VJ 



10 Jc 



even though it had already been published not less than a half-million times! 
file Senator tried in person. u e also was refused! 

Perhaps tnere may have been a legitimate "national security" factor in suppressed 
exhibit 43. I know ox no case and i have personal experience with many, including in 
litigation, in which this invocation of "national security" was legitimate. I have had 
many pages of such documents delivered to me after the fake incantation, but if it 
could have been true of Exhibit 43, could it possibly have been true of what had been 
so widely published? 

xliis is an insight in'co the actual workings of the committee that is so completely 
opposite its public image so carefully cultivated on TV, where the eye-ijiiows wobbled 
-uch indignant outrage. Behind the scenes this committee was one of the larger-scale 
suppressors, i/liich in itself enable Bixon* s unimpeaclimento 

It is necessary for these not familiar with the way it all worked to understand 
what baker accomplished for uizon in his self-aborting of his questioning of Hunt and 
for what he later did. 

.ihen Hunt said without any efiort to hide that his notebooks held what would ex'oose 

the ehole Gemstone operation, those other unindeitifed operations he had been part of 

and olio so planned, instead of dropping it Baker should have gone into each of these 

because each was apart of the committee 1 s job. These notebooks held the names, addresses 

and phones of other people kune used, but no single question was asked about them, either o 

When hunt had said no more than that he wanted to consult with his lawyer about whether 

t lie re might be national security aspects 11 in liis response to a question having to do 
lawless 

withw operations, before he could consult and reply -without waiting to see if there even 
mijgkfe 00 & question in the lawyer's mind^ Baker suddenly felt the urge 

n *co conserve time" and "to provide against embarrassment to you" - a s^ef-confessed 
felon engaged in Hie most subversive illegalities Baker was supposed to be investigating — 
and afazaid of "nxtiHKai" security considerations" - all before the lawyer could have an 
opinion that the commitee did not have to accept in any event 0 
Instead Baker withdrew the question® 

in this way the quick-tliinking Baker accomplished two objectives: he b;-pt all of this 



testimony that Hunt could and should have given, only part of which is in earlier 
chapters of this book, from being in the record and from being available to the 
nationwide audience and he retained personal control of what he could thereafter use 
in whatever way he saw fit® 

Hun3h. had testified that the CIA was engaged in illegal "domestic activity" and 
that it always had been -that it never "stayed out of domestic activity 0 " ( 9H3756 ) 
Baker had asked him to elaborate® 



And then Baker, not Hunt and not on Hunt* s lawyer's request, decided against it® 

This means only an affirmative desire to suppress® x t came to mean a desire to 
delibe -ately deceived, misuse, defame and corrupt, while keeping it all out of the 
public record® 

This, remember, was September 26, 1973. There came a time when Baker released bis 
own report, after much leaking of deliberately falsifications of it. The date becomes 
important o 

As with the Colson cooperative enterprise, it should be addressed as close to 
chronologically as possible® , 

first there was an attempted Heplubican allegation that under LBJ and with the Cik ~ / 






there was a democratic ■ atergate . It was an unimaginative invention that attracted 

attention for several days® Uliat was imaginative- was Baker's arranging an exclusive 

leak to The \iashirjton Host of rhe fake. Tliis put the Host ant. V* oodward and Bernstein 

in a delxcate position® if they did not use the story from an authoritative source they 

could be charged with bias in using leaks selectively, against Republicans and Bin on 

only® But because they had trouble believing the story, the editors were apprehensive 

about using it 0 The Host liad followed the policy of not using what it could not set 

confirmed by at least one source whose credibility was good® Because it had followed this 

authenticating policy, it had an exceptional record for accuracy on the most delicate 
the caution 

stories® However, ±x also cost the paper several scoops when it could not verify what 
it had picked up and would not use unverified leaks, regardless of source. 



It had no confirmation of this Baker leak bu‘ 



*!* 



feared the accousations if it did 



print the story, Yts position was more enbarras sing because .the leak included the 
accusation that Woodward Had Bennett as a source and in return for Bennett f s services 
protected him by not using stories adverse to Ms interest, or against Ms desire. This 
had been obvious. 1 rom my personal experience already recounted it included the CLa-also. 

b 

ari&xBEaxiezmexajazearjfcyzKaiifxEKaiiEusxafejiteaiHHmsi^x^ 

^K223isiSKsf20nisz Uoodward and Bernstein had both declines to print legitimate Hunt 

stories I ga*vw them early on, including Ms donesstic-iiitelligence role ann Ms ambition 

to assassinate Castro. They also declined to use or to follow up on my evidence that 

xx ullen/]3emiet was a CIA operation# Woodward personal c&Jlimed ho could not find ^ax 

operations with 

Littauer in u en fork and was unable to find any Hunt connection with the GIA xhx book- 

publishers in the United States. Littauer could liave been found in a phone directory 
published 

and in the standard sources, as a friend who never finished Mgh school did for me 

vbuui I sked Mia to copy the relevant pages for me in the Lew York Public Library. 

A# ter some agonizing the editors went ahead with the story. It was published December 

20, 1973o Because of the position in wMch the Post was and because those who folleed it 

up were in a position to como closer to indicating sources who in turn had an opportunity 

to clarify or add to what the Post printed, they are quoted. 

banner small (Pred. Post) 

The December 21 headline in our/local paper on the Associated Press story read, 

"Consoirator Reveals He Spied on Goldwater In 1964 Campaign. 11 T he hew York Times headed 
same day’s 

tlie/story it had assigned to David E. Rosenbaum "Hunt Said to Tell Investigators He Spied 
On Goldwater in 1964.” The first seven paragraphs of Ms story report straightforwardly 
what Baker alleged and its claimed basis: Lil- marked im blue. 

This lias its inspiration in a Dixon faJ.ce, that the FBI had spied on Goldwater and 
tapped Ms phones for L33J during that same campaign. But neither the Tin es, nor AP noted 
that spying on Goldwater would have xi unt working aginst Ms ounx man . Lion t is farthur 
to the right in his extreme political views than Goldwater. This Baker yarn is also a 
direct and unimaginative copy of testimony the eon dttee had taken in public, the 

reality that Hunt had worked with two spies inside the camps of the Democratic 

Ad 

contenders during the 1972 campaign. "Pat Jack" John R. Buckley and T 0 m Gregory. They 
stole exactly/* this kind of campaign information. 
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(Dukley testified October 9, 1973. Ue Has a former FBI agent end at the time he 
was a Nixon spy inside the democratic party ho was a Nixon employee, chief of the 
inspection division of the Office of Economic o pportunity . He wag never cherged fo;p 

' ChiS ° ffense * Instead he was found to be doing exactly the same kind of political 
intelligence for a supposed non-partisan Republican member of the House Judiciary 
o.idiatee, Laurence Ilogan, during Hogan's re-election campaign, in duly, 1974„ ibis 

coincided with that committee's deliberations on impeaching ITixon.(l 1II4435ff jPost9/26/72; 
id? 7/17/74) 

Under normal conditions this story would have been discounted not only because it 

is il.ogical but because it was mi the report of what is supposed to have transpired 

jl o. c r 

b-ic way Hie committee was supposed to work, H was a partisan operation from the reports: 
the Republican staff only present, in Baker's personal rather than the committee's 
offices and with the witness not under oath, AP cpioted "A Republican committee source" 
as telling it that "Baker, minority counsel 1'red D. Tnompson and assistant minority 
counsel Ronald handers have beerninterviewing Hunt in connection with their probe into 
that area "and other domestic CIA operations. ' " 

fhe time of tins alleged but non-existent LET "Watergate" was outside the committee's 
jurisdiction. Even where Haldemanh record was material to its investigation, the committee 
declined to permit him to be questioned by a Democratic member on Ids cSd^tiS/for 
Watergate-type fecfs fraudulent activities in Nixon's 1962 campaign for governor of 
California. The committee was limited to the 1972 campaign. 

ilP ' S aCC0Unt also discloses that when these interviews in Baker's office were held, 

"the majority was not told about it at the time." She majority or Democratic staff was 
even ‘'Ola auouc cliis unoil the story was about to aj>paar. (P Post 12/21/7 3) 

Rosenbaum interviewed "Democratic members of the com dtee staff// Phey notea th t 

x * 

i - r * Euilt WSS ^ustively questioned before his public testimony last September and he 
never mentioned gathering information about hr. Goldwater./ Moreover, there were indications 
that ill% ilmt neVer evyn told Mo first tuo lawyers... Bittuan and... Sachs, and that he 



certainly had not mentioned the matter to the special Watergate prosecutor. 



A 



Jy the time of tills falce defense oft Linn hill Buckley had taken over Hunt's legal 
defense : 

was accompanied to the Baker interview by a new attorney, william 
Snyder of Baltimore, who would not answer questions today about what had been said at 
.the interview, wr. Hunt now has still another attorney, C. bickeraian Williams. William P 
Buckley , Jr., the columnist, who is a friend of la*, hunt, arranged for nr. killians to 
r present him." ('limes 12/21/73) 

when Rosenbaum interviewed "Democratic officials who u-re connected with nr. "oimson 
1964 campaign" they denied the whole scheme and had never even. Ir ard. of Hunt then. 

.'i-p^arenfcly smelling a. rat, "Woldwater refused to be interviewed" after the story 
appeared in that day's Post, (lines 12/21/73) 

once Barer manipulate the nixon" enemy " lost into ppintin; . tin attak£ on itself and 
one democrats the Post hao to close wiiat woodward declined to do when I told him idfht 
ait^r 'die story first broke in 1972, what ho said was impossible, Tjiia came out in the 
rest's ntory follow-up story. cov-ful reveling of the part of the story the Post front- 
pages has its source denying; hat it says its source had told it and downgrading into 
virtual nothingness the charge it had made against LBJ for using the 0‘iA as part of c. 
rucvo.. l.uinee operation, the part t.r.t was designed to r.i l;e i.ixon look no worse than LBJ: 
Lil— entire p.1 grafs, u rked in blue. 

there is no co:.a..-.-nt in this unsigned article. However, by quoting Baker it leaves no 
doubt -hat' Bator's activities wore BH±*sd outside any proper couittee authority and 
beyond any authority h. h...d: in-marked 1 

ihe most tli&b could be attributed to Hunt seems to have bo,,n getting copies of what 

IXLS 

was released to the n.-wspapers and had no connection .;ith LBJ or campaign: marked 2 

••iiat Hunt was really doing tiien followed: marked 3 

One edi cor oi -die Post believed tliis published "assistance" to the tin had to do 
with books about Vietnam. In those days it could have meant only one of two tilings, 

o-r Wliich could have, required anytldng like "10 ir 12 employees." The CIA did 

ant books promoting the government line on the war published. It did not want those 
espousing contrary veins to appear <» 
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i'Tedzi apparently had conducted some investigation because he reported tiiat A unt f s 
Cl a file shows liin to have been ill during this period* Hunt was hospitalized from 
October 12 through 16 and then was granted leave until December 8. 'Chat tills was 
really a medical leave and not a dodge for spooking is confirmed by medical reports 
and X-rays* liedai 1 s skepticism was increased by the fact tiiat in some 270 pages of 
testimony taken from hunt in dime, before his Watergate committee testimony ana when Hupt 
faced a sentence of up to 3b years that would be reduced if he were cooperative, lie 
"appeared to desire to reveal everything” but made no reference to any politic. 1 
espionage activity in 1964 even though he volmrl>; ored page after page of reminiscences 
about hi;, (;Ia career « \3ti',r~UiWs 12/21/73) 



I'.ie Post iourux and interviewed Hunt’s "spy. " ohe had no recollection mzx xx at all 
o±‘ what by now _ had diminished to no more than getting the texts of public speeches 



doldwater ,nade: 



marko 



She was a ^unt faithful: marked 5 

There followed a description or win s hunt is sard to have said he "piclcedsp up" 
and for which he allegedly needed a CIA "courier"- "all publicly-released information 
at ^oldv/ater headquarters." 

"-mother commit. ;e source" told the Post "that Hunt had not indicated that wiretapping 
or eavesdropping was used. . .JEQXX two sources said that bunt 'volunteered' the infor- 
mation about the information [sicj without being prodded to discuss it. According to a 
com. ittee source Hunt porvided little detail." 

House oversight committee chairman Hedzi had heard the tale and "had asked the CIA 
for any information on Hunt's activities as described in Ills secret testimony.... Hedzi... 
was 'dubious' ..." He said there was no confirmation from the Ola.. 






/» 



Tills was not because the Gin could not confirm the part about the "book" operation 

or about the clandestine office «> I had no trouble at all locating it c In a transcript 

"GIa cover 

o± a Hunt conversation r had he aJLso had given the location of this/ office n as n at 
17 th Street and Pennsylvania Avenue** but it was west of the corner, in that blocko 

f writer Robert 0 o iiaynard took the jkst to task for what In. did not describe 
as allowing itself to be misused by hdeer or as what can be called Baker* s personal 
.n'aterga cing. j.ii it he also exposed Goldw&ter 1 s part in still nev/ Republican dirty— works 
which he also did not characterize «> I^aynard was unsympathetic to the Post* s compromised 
position which had been deliberately contrived for it: lil-marked 1 (Post 1/17/74) His 
presentation oi "the otner side" ignored this an acidressed the second-source policy only: 
marked 2 



The was not Baker* s only overt defense of Hixorn He sought to exploit 

Ml 



-*fehooo 



suppressed parts of the "^fuston" papers to the same end 

rltL'r 



because thj*8<dLrii linger flap/^ 
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Robert C. Maynard 

It Takes' nr^ !i 



Two to Tell 
The Tale 



One of the principles that has char- 
acterized The Washington Post investi- 
gative reporting on Watergate from its 
inception has been a rule that nothing 
told a reporter by one source is to be 
published until it can be confirmed by 
yet another independent source. “If 
one person will tell you,” said an in- 
vestigative reporter, “then it’s not very 
hard to get it from another. There are 
no secrets in Washington.” 

As a result of that principle, very lit- ; 
tie of what The Post has printed about ; 
Watergate has ever been successfully 
refuted by the Nixon administration. 
At the same time, stories that later . 
turned out to be true were withheld 
from publication because that second 
source couldn’t be found. 



The News Business 



But the best of principle* often go 
awry, and this is the anatomy of one 
such story, pieced together as best it 
can be without violating those all-im- 
portant confidences. 

Prom the outset of the Watergate 
hearings, a familiar refrain among the 
embarrassed Republicans on Capitol 
Hill was that they would eventually 
prove that the Democrats were as 
guilty of “dirty tricks” as the Repub- 
licans. 

During John Dean’s painful week, 
several Republicans warned their 
Democratic colleagues to contain any 
temptation to smirk, for their embar- 
rassing time was soon to come. When 
it didn’t materialize by the August re- 
cess, notice was served that time 
would be set aside immediately after 
the recess for “Democratic dirty 
tricks.” Nothing comparable to the 
Watergate break-in materialized. 

Then, as if out of the blue, a four- 
column story marched across the front 
page of The Washington Post of Dec. 
20, its headline declaring: Hunt Tells 
Senate Panel He Spied On Goldwater 
in ’64 on LBJ Order. 

The story told of E. Howard Hunt, 

I working with other operatives of the 
I Central Intelligence Agency, spying on 
1 Goldwater “well before his nomina- 
t tion.” It said he acted at the instruc- 
tion of President Johnson, passed to 
IHunt through an intermediary. 



er hifirisqlf as saying, “I knew 10 years^ 
igo what^p^oing on” and he addpd^ 
hlt-f^TS^^This within the CIA and x 
1 nad told him he was under tpe 
surveillance of both" agencie^ during 
his disastrous campaign. > 

There at last, it seemed, ''was the 
stuff of which bipartisan scandal is 
made. That Hunt, the principal actor 
responsible for so much of Watergate, 
was also involved made it all the more 
compelling a talfe. V \ \ 
Unfortunately, the 'bubleNvas Snirst 
V24 hours ifltprfr twp headline the,n wa§: 
Hufit’s Role -m 1964 Minor, Hill Units 
Told. 

The^econd day story acknowledged: 

„„ "“Watergate conspirator E. Howard 
Hunt’s alleged ‘surveillance’ of Sen. 
Barry Goldwater during the 1964 presit 
dential campaign consisted of having a 
secretary pick up press releases, 
speeches, travel schedules and other 
materials at Republican headquarters, 
according to reliable accounts of 
Hunt’s secret testimony to the Senate 
Select Watergate Committee.” 

So, those who were expecting the 
long-awaited unfolding of the Demo- 
cratic version of “dirty tricks” were to 
be disappointed once again. 

* Some editors have defended the first 
Post story against the charge that it 
was based on a single source by saying 
that the unnamed source was one, and 
Goldwater was the second. Therefore, ' 
it has been argued, the story didn’t vio- 
late the paper’s wise principle of re- 
quiring two independent sources. 

The trouble is that Goldwater appar- 
ently was not an independent source, 
but received his information from the * 
same person The Post quoted. Appar- 
ently, Goldwater learned of the Hunt 
disclosures from a source within the 
committee and tipped an editor of The 
Post. The editor passed the tip to a re- 
porter who wound up facing Goldwa- 
ter’s source. The reporter then went to 
Goldwater for more elaboration. 

E Thus, The Post was in the posture of 
reporting two sources for the story, 
when in fact it had only one, a viola- 
tion of its own rule, a rule that had 
served it well for more than a year. 

An explanation has been offered by 
Post editors and reporters, and it is 
that there was no way to tell for cer- 
tain that Goldwater’s source was also 
The Post’s single source. 

The business of printing stories 
based on anonymous sources is a dicey 
one under the best of circumstances. 

In Watergate, it is an incredibly tricky 
game. Those who know it best develop 
a smell for a bad pitch. 

In this story, waiting a day to check 
further and to learn — as it later be- 
came possible to do— the content of the 
transcript would have prevented The 
Post from having to back away from 
the story in 24 hours. 

None of this is to suggest for a mo- 
ment that sordid campaign practices 
among Democrats ape not yet to be re- 
vealed. Whether they come anywhere 
close to surgical gloves on the hands 
of former CIA agents in a Republican 
headquarters remains to be seen. 



story was head-, 

"water-gate Explainable, Baker Says." vPost 12/31/73) The 
story begins: Lil-1 st four grafs, marked in blue 

How spying on Kissinger by the Pentagon or the tapping ox 17 Kissinger employees 

or 

and reporters could "justify or explain" Nixon’s crimes of in those specifics instances 
make rignt his wrongful by— passing of the authorized federal agencies baker did not 
go into and// when he could and did hide behind the "matter of grave national importance o 
Because chose af lairs ciid become public knowledge without detriment to any serious 
interest of any kind anu because the House judiciary Comi ittee published extensive 
soci:T!?ev;tation on them in Juljr 1 87^- , the claim Aaker and his commitee made for them is 
wortiiless. For the committee it was an excuse for suppression. For Baker it was a gimmick 
behind which he could hide a new step in Ms pro-Nixon efforts. 

Baker was asked about Ms comment relating to Gin during the hearings, "There are 
animals crasMng around in the forest 0 I can Mar them hut I can't see them." h is response 
was crypmlc,' j. do xno.: oj; •. vl ler circumstances that 1 think out to be investigate*'- and 
they oughu i>o be discloseo, to the country© bomeof them do involve national security," 
li'- e ^hac grave oiiOo He said cliis is th.u one Nixon invoked in His November 17 nationally— 
televised appearance before the Associated Press Mnaging Editors’ Association© In direct 
1 nguage tMs raeans that Nixon’s claims to ’/national security" urgencies was also false 
because the skies dia not fall on public disclosure. There was damage to those who do 
airty tilings in secret, their dirty works being exposed© The facts made no difference 
to national security. 

Baker went even further, if with consummate delicacy, in taking the ^hite House 
side over a then— current dispute, the comrittee ’ s subpena for evidence Bixon suppressed. 
Baker’s description of the subpena was "extraordinary© " iluch of thi subpenaed evidence 
was obtainuo by the House Judiciary ComMttee, wMch began systematic releases of thousands 
01 pages of it in \ uxy 1974© Nixon earlier released transcripts of soiiie of the tapes© 

Nhat is "extraordinary" is the corient, not the subpena© Even the partisan House Republicans 
did not allege irrelevance© 



kklso extraoMfnary is the failure of the £ress to explain what * D aker was up to in 
N^ie 

Ms apparent defense oiTVNixon ^ le v yas supposed, to be investigating© 



More grist for the Haker-mixon mill was CIA supplied* It destroyed evidence it 

claimed was not evidence because, it also claimed, it was not relevant to The ,;atergate 0 

on January 29 

bake r had Helms shuttling; back for his ambassadorship in Iran two weeks after KBC and 
reporters (Post 2/15/7?) 

/ews/broko the story of tliis destruction of tapes 0 / Published accounts leave a choice 

between CIA lying and its being its own worst enemy* These accounts quote hole *s 

HPGhron 

successor Colby. (Post, Times, HYPost/l /pO/74 ) That Baker confirmed having spoke to Colby 
just before the story was used and with the CIA not benefitting from its use se c-mis to 
pinpoint the source of the leak* 

Colby confirned that the CIA made and kept tapes. d 0 also claimed tliat xk xrxxsxsx 
dxz± 2 Erysd"we had periodic destruction of our tapes* 11 This "routine" destruction of 
January 18, 1975? just happened to be the day after Senate Majority Leader hike innsfilld 
wrote The the Gin and. other agencies in anticipate of the Senate investigation to ask 
them to preserve all potential evidence, while the bin's acknowledgement of the Lgnfield 
letter was M-ixIanuaryx±S:£ "signed by the Ola on the 17th * 1 or the day it was written 
and the day before the trace destruction, a CIA spokesman at first claimed that the 
Mansfield letter dicl not arrive until four days late, the 22nd * VJhen the CIA learned of 
the e .rlier date it uixhdrew tliis statement and said &±fo csdcjfc% it would diligently /try ^ 
to pin down what happened* 

Heither tliis nor the CHS r port chat the CLd s secret taping may have included 
conversations with Hixon (nP l/j50/74) made the news again* Except for a one-time 
^edzi story* (Post 2/22/74) 

It was Ms 11 judgement" after examination of a "voluminous" files delivered by the 
CIA February 21 , including* logs, notes and memoranda, that no Watergate or Presidential 
conversations were involved. 

"Someone is trying to blow smoke around," he said after tliis examination anu. that of 
dozens of witnesses, including CIa officials* 

News account did not remark on the coincidence the timing, ^Jhe destruction of 
these tapes at the time of the first Watergate trial 9 late January 1 973 o On February 
14, 1974 the CIA cold the Post' 1 s Laurence Stern "that the Jan. 18 date xx 



■may not be 



j^Bakor also issued a strong* denial - of what had no'c been reported 0 democratic 

Seantor Daniel Inoye wrote to ask Mm if Colson were cooperating with the Republican 

minority xkfciK after having avoided testimony by the claim to 0 ous t ; i t ui oral ini-. -unity. (Pos 

Baker’s lw> ^ 

I add emphasis to highlight Mlk wrong qljjftpasis, denails of what had not been alleged: 
"Colson is not cooperating with rie or the ^oirglt;bee* " 

The charge is that Colson had, met "quietly and on numerous accoasions" eith 
Thompson, not -^aker, and of Thonpson-Colson " collaboration, " not Colson s with ^aker 
or the committee. 

Denial of what had been reported rather than what had not been was never issued. 

Senator Jeicher, also a Republican, seems to have seen through these devices. 

V/h n he made a demand that Colson be called as a witness to clear up the " controversy," 

"A spokesman for Baker acknowledged"harch 28 28 "thatBaker and c 0 lson had been in contact 

but he said the issue was one of 1 semantics."" (Post 3/29/74) Thompson, who had not been 

“available 11 two days earlier, was when Baker needed him to trice the v/eicher heat. Xi e 

€ „ . 

confirmed ha had talked to ^olson "several" times since September including 
in C 0 i son «3 own office. Besides this they had been in phone contact. In declining to 
discuss the substance of these conversations, Thompson described their subject as "totally 
CIA. his meetings with Colson in his own offic^was without either a commitee ^nmber or 
another staff member present. 

The" semantics" tr^ned out to be Baker* s exploitation of the description "collaborated." 
Baker admitted the Col, son contacts. His spokesman put rt this way , "In essence that*s 
what we* re saying - that there lias been contact but there’s no collaboration going on." 
(Post 3/29/75) 

Until Weicher's demand for a full coranit&ee hearing one would aver have known this 
from taker's quoted comments or those of Iris " spokesmen., " 



correct* as the time the tapes we re detsroyedo” 

That the CIa doesn* t keep the records it keeps or doesn* t tell the truth about them 



plus the timely or untimely tape destruction advanced taker’s cause. 

-iarch 19 

Jack Anderson finally reported w hat would he obvious in any analysis of what was 
going on, that Baker"has been dealing with behind the scenes with" Golson “in a joint 
effort ti implicate the.* Central Intelligence Agency in the Watergate break-in and cover-up.’ 

(Post 5/19/74) 

while Colson had used his Constitutional right against self -incrimination to avoid 
testifying before the committee ''he has been collaborating quietly with baker* > top 
committee aide, red Thompson, in t e deparate attempt to shift more* of the Watergate 
blame to the CIA. Colson has also been in touch with the W r hite House on this CIA angle," 
arousing suspicions tlieyr “ploy" was "to divert public attention from President Bixon*/ 
own Via ter gate role 0 “ 

promised 

Baker* s staff denied a “diversion” and purimiiee^ a “report" that would be a “bombshell 0 n 

Tills promise and other planted plugs for Baker* s report proceeded his March 24 

“Face the hation” appearance and were plugs for iit. With this buildup he used the 

liis ‘extensive" 

nation /ide TV broadest to plug ix report. 
xkn/Toout 

/hose "animals crashing around" on the ABC “Issues and Answers program he identi- 

one 

fied as/ the $Eissiirgjerx spying Pentagon *s spying on Kissinger* Put there is and he suggested 
no CIA comiection 0 

Why would the u hite House and CRISPs undertale to cover it up v.dth this elaborate 
scheme of fund-raising,” dangerous as that was to Hixon, if the* Watergate was a CIA job? 
Baker* s non-response calces up about an eighth of the transcript of the hour-long show 0 
He was not suggesting a “Beven ays in Hay scenario o" 

baker * s own scenario was pretty good. The /ext day the Post carried a. page-one story 
headed “Baker Probes Possible Ties Between 01a and Watergate. ir The carryover was about 
two-thirds of a page. Lawrence lieyer 1 lead is this“closed-door investigation" of Baker* s. 

On February £0, Baker * s honcho Thompson had prepared a memo itemizing 16 unanswered 
subjects of requests to the 0IA o One of these was for “any previous relationship, contact 



or reference in the files to nob WoodHard. 11 Beyer then wrote, "According to Baker, he 
liaxi received ini orniarion Iron a source he declined to disclose that Woodward lias agreed 
v7ith AL obert • beMetto . .to be f appropriately grateful* for ircfori-iation* . *l/oodward and 
Bernstein, who met with Baker on &an. 30, said that Bolcer told them he had information 
that Woodward has agreed with Bennett to "go easy" on his company and the CIA in 
exchange for information 0 Both reporters denied that any such agreement ahd been made... 
Bennett denied having told Baker or anyone else that he and Woodward had any agreement. . 



-hat Bennett was a 'Woodward source he is quoted as confirming. Only not a deal 0 
{ ' on is tent with his agonising on TV, where he is an effective performed, Baker 
denied ulterior motives 0 "I am not trying to develop a theory, " he in Beyer’s word 
bokts elect, I am no c trying to bail out olio President* r am not trying to lynch the 
BlAo " All he was doing is "pursuing the facts." 

Ho had already given Brvin a "fair sized report o 11 

Next there war the story about a CIA agent helping Mrs. James McCord destroy some 
of her hasband’e papers (Post 3/27/74) that, according to electronic news accounts, 
could "link" him with the CIA. Shat had to be done when lie load retired for a Eerner 
career there? 

It had happened June 21 and 22, 1972. The 80-year-old friend, a CIA contact, Aee 
^ennington, did help her burn an accumulation after bomb threats o But what really 
happened and how it could have was not reported. 

If the United States attorney’s office had been less concerned with protecting 
fir on and mors concerned with prosecuting it would have obtained a search warrant for 
against mcCord early on the morning of June 17« It never did 0 McCord load on accumulation 
of clippings. Ai e is also a security nut, not only a security specialist. I understand 
from a private source in a position to know that cCord regularly collected the used 
typewriter ribbons from Republican offices and burned them personally at home. u e was 
arrester. ; with an unbunied stor: on hand. Xl e regarded the papers as a fire hazard if 
his home were bombed so he told hie wife to burn them/ and the ribbons. 

Bhe threw too roieh onto the fireplace at one time. Th. ribbons, instead of b m i HXH gx 



readily, combined with the packed paper to smoko tho whole place up 0 Uhen xsCordx 
Leiv.l ton came in on t is ana helped ^rs. hcOord out he* also made a verbal report to 
noward Osborne, a mcOord friend and director 01 OIL security® Osborne put it into a memo/ 
ne aiu not give superiors when ahoy aslced for all Watergate materials* ^ecause he did 
not regard this as Watergate material Osborne die. not turn it in® A young employee 
reported Osborne® CIa, needing a scapegoat, forced Osborne into early retirement 0 [firt ^fj^/ 
xicCord was worried about his hM 80-year-old friend* s heart condition and the pos- 
sibility of '.hat he regarded as Pennington harasment causing a heart attack® 

Thompson, with no n :mber; , of the committee present, hailed mcCord KHfehxExikEiix 

SJ 

fa'zyer^xsxzns into a secret session® Bernard Fensterwald, °r®, then McCord's attorney, 
was present* then i Questioned him about this he described Thompson * s reiteration of 
'che same meaninglessness he seemed to be reacting for a paper he did not show Ai cCord 

xi 

or his counsel o On the tliird such of these secret sessions Pensterwald told Thompson 

bluntly that this had to be some kind of childishness and it had to stop® head what 

you are using, all of it, or we leave® And if you issue another subpena, you'd better 

have a live Senator present or we won Q t be® Dash, who was present, told Thompson to 

tiiat in 

read the document® having no choice hompson did® x t was no more sinister than hxkx 
ment 

the excite/ xrg* kcOord* s records of his publicly reported 

were burned » ( 

retirement/ hompson sought to male this appear that iA cCord was trying to hide his CIA 
past when it was publicly known, whan the Phi ana the CIA had records of it, and days after 
it was in the papers 1 

That ended Thompson's harassing of the ncCords® (hy notes 5/28/74) 

licCord charged Baker with planting those prejudicial stories in a three-page letter 

go the Senate Judiciary Committee® Biker denied personally leaking t e story® (Post 5/28/74) 

McCord included the allegation tiiat Baker was " seeking a diversion for the President * M 

Jith Thompson alone ..n some of those "investigations, 1 ' while reaching inside the mind 

source and 

of another is not possible, filer. A ' A cCord's charges about/intent are not without some confir- 
mation® He did not charge another correlation, ^hic leaked non-sensation was 

almost two years old. It was not leaked in all that time, when so much was® x 



t was leaked 



after former^atergate prosecutor Gilbert was nominated by Nixon to be United states 

Attorney for the District of Columbia and the end of the month before the hearings on 

his n omin ation conf inflation hearings, which began in April* The phoney charges >'*f ioCord 

. vi donee destruction masked dBsas Silbert 1 s failure to do the obvious, get a search warrant 

for IicCord’s homo and ph.ee of business * In the home lit- would have found much money 

easily traced to GNiiLB and an abundance of expensive, sophisticated CPJ IP electronic 

equipment* ^ad he requested a search warrant he would have had no difficulty getting one. 

Probable cause was obvious* Had he done it at any time in the succeeding months he would 

disposed of 

still have found the CHEEP money and slEKtsm bugging gear, which neither EcCord 
until several months later 0 

Pith -lie passing of time, despite the press focus out. e A *ouse Judiciary Committee’s 
impeachment hearings various aspects of the faker cjhrges that somehow The Watergate was 
a CIA story, inference they did ii’ixon in, sa^yed in the papers and in columns o After 
olson snaffled a plea and avoided a trial and after Bast released what f olson Iiad told 
him it received renewed attention* The Associated Press quoted an unname... "official 



course in a ilay 31 story, saying that”Bennett did pass to 



his case officer L at CiA and 



not u Ail July 10,1972] someiAnformatoon* It was lookdd at and Helms was one who aid 
look at it* But it was hearsay and, in the opinion of the agency officials who saw it, 
added nothing substantive to the information that load already been passed on so it was 
not ii-L icdiately relayed either to the FBI or the congressional oversight commAtteejs* w 
Chat Bennett did report three weeks too late to be prompt - if this was his first, 
report to his CIA superiors - we do not know* But what we do know that Bennett could 
: iave said, in earlier chapters , is not what had been reported anywhere and is not at 
all as here described* .t is precisely the kind of information ^aker pretended he was 
looking for* ^t was more readily available to him than it was to me 0 Be was not interested 
in it because very simply it would have hurt Nixon, not helped him* helping- Nixon, not 
learning about the 01 a, was Baker* s purpose* That Bennett had personal CIA and Watergate 
involvement was publicly available long before Baker’s committee existed* Ai ao. his 
real interest been on onf o rnatior ! 1 ho would not have joined in ignoring Bennett’s 



- .st and the rest of tills, including the leak to AP, was part of the buildup for 
the Bak.n "report. ,r 

as tlier-.; was a warmup for the leak to the if P, so also was the AP story a leak for 

what was next leaked 0 'there was newspaper discussion of the coiling "Baker" report mixed 

in with what the committee' s report would say. baker was quoted a; s saying; "aft r 

rev:’» ewin- ; CIA files" tliat while his conclusions "were not exactly parallel to ^'olson 1 s 

they have "some sirdlarity." (dtar-Pews 6/26/74) 

Disclosure that - allegedly -"Testimony indicating that a Contral Intelligence 

another 

Agency official recommended" Hunt's employment hy hullen was enough to make x page- 

one story of asmaimEE the fact that Baker would let his r port out J uly 2. (Post 7/2/74) 

./hen helms had testified in a manner that could be construed tlr±f>*. way more than a year 

earlier the alleged fact was not quite a sensation 0 But tliat the story's leaf begins with 

the wuoted words, ords of no real consequence, for a page-one story is indicative of 

!;he interest ^okor had huolt in liis report 0 

There was no mystery about its conent. Copies were distributed in advance marked 

in hand-letter capital letters, "Em "Embargoed for Release 9 A, In duly 2." 

V/hat was news iw not indicated as not being in Baker's report. . t is written in a 

way most r riders would take to be an account of the report* j: 4 . content, fids news was the 
of three 

naj ies&£x±KE OTA official tliat arc deleted from the report and the statement that daker 
"drew upon" their memos in ids report. One was Bennett's "case officer," another the 
"chief of the cove:? staff" and the third their retired Bo boss Howard 0sborn 9 who had been 
security director. He liad also been iicCord's friend. 

Two days before the release Bodzi was on Wi ‘‘ace the Hatioiio" had read the report. 

His comment, that ho held no "bombshells," is an undo rs tale-men t . 

id's siiiii.iary of the report after release is, that "There is evidence to sug est the 
01 a knew far more about the activities of Uatergate conspirator m 0 Howard Hunt, J r., 
than its officials liavo over disclosed, a long-secret report 'byr 1 * Baker says. (ZPost 7/3/74) 
The Post gave Baker page-one play again with more than a half-page on the inside. The 
main : :ory begins by saying the -°aker report s. ys "The Central Intelligence Agency rnay have 



known in advance of plana for brealo-ins at the u ox x ices ox Daniel mlisberg 1 s 
psychiatrist and the Democratic national Corr attests Watergate headquarters." 

Hon far from certain tiie statements in this report is indicated by me 
eight— column headline on the ixiside— page interpretative story by Bauronce Steim, x ew 
Conclusions ^iven by Baker on UIa, l, at or gate Tie." The headline is fair o The report 
says little and proves no tiling relevant to the thrust Oj. cho whole idea, disc oiie Cira. 
somehow bo • jby trapped the al. o s t-gui 1 1 le s s Dixon# 

Time magazine ( 7 / 1 5/74 ) found "disconcerting questions about CIA participation" but 
"no evidence that the agency either planned or executed the v#&tuj?gate oo-. Xci mLon. 
anythin.:;, the agency was apparently a victim of White Hons- machinations# 1 * It also 
reported that "After reading the report Senator Sam Ervin#.# said that he had learned 
nothing new about the CIA role#" The old man gave point to his mild cobmont by what the 
aker operation was designed to s cover over , x; licit "W atorga be came directly ouc of CxuiAA 
"with the assistance of certain White House aides." 

_lji keeping with the imagi the potential Republican candidate; for President in 1976 
wanted to project, the image of a young and vigorous man, D&kor is shown ridings 
a motor cycle# 

The picture tells it as it is c The whole -baker operation was public relations. It 
was not factual. It was not an investigation# But it was a professional, successful 
operation ofnthe type that could have been visualized in the Colson— U agruder Dofziger 
memo on the White House "PH firm" project# 

It was a Ai adison Avenue job, not a Senate report. 

*H deserved to pass from the news as fast as it did# But the report itself was not 
the t ing# What counted was the months of attention Baker and his unproven imputations 
received. 

There was no way of taking this from the public mind. 

xiiid there was no complaint tha*c ^aker * s report had no c lii/ed up to its billing 0 

In its *ourpose, to help Hixon while; promoting Baker as a derring-do investigator who 



had the guts to tackle even the sacred CIA, it was a big success 



The report does not really say v/liat Senator Baker knew, in it he pretends he can't 
say because the bad, bad CIA won't let him. It does not say when he knew anytliigg but 
ne disclosed that in the public hearings without attracting any attention.Eather does 
Iris report say ho knew nothing about what he had billed it as saying, without indicating 
onat what little he learned after the public hearings - and its relevance to The Water- 
gate is at best debatable - is what lie should have learned before those public hearings. 
That lie did not do this investigating, that he did not direct the large minority stafff 
with which the tax-payers provided him to do that easy and obvious investigating before 
•cue hearings, is ample proof that Ms purposes were not getting to the bottom of 



everything but were using everything he could to get to the top 



